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After being connected to the automated operator the averagekypical 

(see note #1) 
After being connected with the live operator the averagehypical time 
reported for the caller to be connected with an emergency service 
provider (see note #2) 

time reported for the caller to be connected with a live operator 

The total average call processing time reported (see note #3) 
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A Procedural Order issued on September 20, 2004, ordered OCMC, Inc. (Y)ChlC”) to 
file written responses to cei-tain Staff data requests and provide any statistical data relating to 
OCMC’s zero-minus call processing times which could provide a basis for comparison to the 
statistical information provided by Qwest Corporation (“Qwest”). OCMC filed its response on 
October 4, 2004 (Attachment A). Staff was ordered to file a responsive memorandum by 
October 19, 2004, comparing the data provided by OCMC with the data previously prcvlded by 
Qwest and Staff’s recommendation with regards to OCMC’s zero-minus waiver request. 

On September 22, 2004, Staff sent its second set of data requests to Qwest in the above 
referenced matter. On October 7, 2004, Staff received Qwest’s responses (Attachment B). Staff 
asked several follow-up questions to clarify the statistical data included in Qwest’s responses to 
Staffs first set of data requests. 

COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS 

The following table compares the call data OCMC’s reported in Attachment A with the 
data previously provided by Qwest. The notes below the table include clarifying information 
provided by Qwest in Attachment B. 



Notes: 
ported that its average time is approximately IO seconds. OChIC reported lhai 

it does not maintain an exact average for this segment of thle call. Qwest irpsrtcd that it 
monthly call processing times above include alternatively billed calls requiring operator 
assistance (calling card, collect, bill to a third number) arid general assistance calls such 
as emergency assistance, dialing instructions, time of day, etc. 

2) OCMC and Qwest both reported statistics for this segment of the call that included other 
call types. OCMC reported data for August 2003 through August 2004 that i d u d e d  
zero-minus calls plus zero-plus calls, such as collect, billed to third gaty, calling card 
and travel card calls. OCMC reported an average operator work time of44.6 seconds for 
all these call types. Qwest reported that its average operator work time of 25 seconds 
included not only zero-minus emergency calls but also included alternatively billed calls] 
requiring operator assistance such as dialing instructions, time of day, etc. 

3) Staffs calculated total average call processing time for call Vypes included in the data 
reported. 

TEST CALLS REPORTED BY OCMC 

OCMC reported that it had conducted a limited number of zero-minus test calls of its 
operators and those of Qwest. These tests were apparently aimed at measuring the operator work 
times for OCMC and Qwest so that a comparison could be made. Test call results reported for 
the OCMC operators ranged from approximately 24 seconds to approximately 55 seconds. The 
test call results reported for Qwest were longer, ranging from 51 to 63 seconds2 OCMC 
indicated that it would “assist Staff in making a full and accurate comparison” if Staff wanted to 
conduct its own test calls. Staff does not have the resources that would be needed to conduct the 
extensive number of test calls needed for a fair and accurate comparison. While Staff is not 
opposed to OCMC conducting additional test calls, at this point, it is not clear to Staff these test 
call results would necessary be more conclusive or reliable than the results reported in the table 
above. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATION 

In the Procedural Order issued on September 20, 2004, OCMC was ordered to provide 
statistical data which could provide a basis for comparison to the statistical information provided 
by Qwest. OCMC indicated that it does not maintain statistical data for the call segment prior to 
being connected with a live operator. However, OCMC did report an average operator work 
time of 44.6 seconds that included not only zero-minus calls but also included zero-plus calls, 
such as collect, billed to third party, calling card and travel card calls. Qwest clarified that its 
average operator work time of 25 seconds included not only zero-minus emergency calls but also 
included alternatively billed calls requiring operator assistance such as dialing instructions, time 
of day, etc. Staff concludes that the call processing times presented above for OCMC and Qwest 

Staff believes that Qwest’s reference to alternatively billed calls includes zero-plus calls that require live operator 
intervention. 

OCMC did not submit any data in support of its test call results, such as how the tests were conducted and timed, 
when the test calls were made, how many test calls were made, what specific types of zero-minus test calls were 
made, etc. Staff would need to know this information to determine if the results presented were reliable, accurate 
and fair. 



represent a reasonable comparison and represent on average the time it takes each company to 
G m d k  cnlls h i t  .;each a live operator. Staff recognizs that a more conclusive comparison coukl 
be maclc if separate s?aitlistical data for the processing of 7ero-minus emergency calls wsre 
available, unfortunately neither OCMC nor Qwest track this data. 

I 

As depicted in the table above, the call processing times reported by Qwest are shorter 
than the times reported by OCMC. Therefore, Staff cannot conclude that thi: rsquirenien? of 
AAC R14-2-1006R has been met. Staff recommends ihat the waiver requested by OCMC be 
denied. 
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